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PER CURI AM

Mesfin Endal e, a native and citizen of Ethiopia, seeks review
of the March 8, 2000, decision of the Board of |Inmm gration Appeals
(Board) affirmng the inmgration judge' s denial of asylum and
wi t hhol di ng of deportation. The Board al so, by order of March 8,
2002, denied Endale’s tinely notion to reconsider. Endal e’ s
petition for reviewis untinely as to the March 8, 2000 order. See

Stone v. INS, 514 U S. 386, 405-06 (1995).

Endale’s petition for review is tinely as to the Board' s
denial of his notion for reconsideration. W have reviewed the
record and the Board’s order and find that the Board did not abuse
its discretion, see 8 CF.R 8§ 3.2(a) (2002), in concluding that,
based on changed conditions in Ethiopia, Endale did not have a
wel | -founded fear of persecution or entitlenent to asyl umbased on

past persecution. See 8 C F.R 8§ 208.13(b) (2002); Gonohasa v. |INS,

181 F.3d 538, 541-42 (4th Cr. 1999).

We deny as untinmely the petition for reviewas to the Board' s
order of March 8, 2000. W deny the petition for review of the
March 8, 2002, order upon finding that the Board did not abuse its
di scretion in denying the notion for reconsideration. W dispense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before the court and ar gunent
woul d not aid the decisional process.
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